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chat with the editors 
SIMPLIFIED SEEDING CORRECTED! 
------
There is an error in the article, "You 
Can Simplify Oat-Legume-Grass Seeding ," 
which appeared in the January issue of 
Iowa Farm Science. If you try the meth-
od, DON'T change the proportions of oats 
and legumes to grasses in the mixture! 
The 50-percent overlap al one overcome s 
the difference in the distribution of 
the oat-legume and the grasses seed when 
using an endgate or centrifugal seeder. 
All that remains is to adjust the rat e 
of seeding itself . 
To do this, ca l ibrat e your seeder to 
seed half of t he rate tha t you intend to 
seed. This will avoid double seeding of 
the narrow grasses strip and seed it 
correctly. Then, the overl a p of the 
wider oa t-legume swath will correct t he 
oat-legume seeding rate when you seed 
t he next swath of grasses. No change 
in the proportions of the seeding mix-
ture is necessary. 
In other words, halving the seeding 
rate of the entire mixture correc t s the 
otherwi s e double seeding of grasses, and 
the overlap of the oat-legume seed t hen 
automatically corrects the underseeded 
wider swath of oats and l egumes. 
Wi t h a drill or box-type seeder r a t her 
than a centrifugal or endgate seeder, 
there's no problem; seed a t t he rate 
intended and don't overlap. 
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Iowa Farm Custom Rate Guide for 1961 
Successful use of farm equipment on more than one farm depends on 
custom rates that are fair to both parties. The information in this 
guide can help you in figuring your custom work costs during 1961. 
by Ray E. Armstrong 
T HE IOWA Farm Custom Rate Guide is published annually 
in low A FARM SCIENCE. The pur-
pose is to provide a base or start-
ing point for Iowa farm operators 
who may be interested in "getting 
together" on the offering, hiring or 
mutual exchanges of various cus-
tom services. The guide is not 
based on or applicable to commer-
cial custom service operations. 
Rates Differ . . . 
In addition to cost factors , the 
effective local going rates for cus-
tom services and machinery are 
affected by supply and demand. 
This involves the number of oper-
ators willing to do custom work 
and the number of operators seek-
ing custom services. Some types 
of equipment, however, aren't 
used enough in certain areas for a 
going rate to be set, or there may 
be little or no basis for estimating 
the costs of certain operations. 
Sometimes a transaction is be-
tween parties who don't wish to 
bargain "for all they can get," or 
an exchange of services between 
the parties may be involved. 
The information and rates pre-
sented here are intended only as a 
guide in determining the rates to 
charge or the rates you can expect 
to pay for custom services in cases 
such as these. Even so, individual 
and local conditions must be con-
RAY E. ARMSTRONG is associate professor 
and manager of the University Farm Services 
Department. 
sidered in using and adjusting the 
rates given in the 1961 custom 
rate guide. 
Using the Guide 
The Iowa State University 
Farm Services Department does a 
considerable amount of field till-
age, crop harvesting and other 
farm operations and services for 
other departments of the College 
of Agriculture at Iowa State. This 
provides a chance to study the 
costs of certain farm operations. 
It's from this experience and 
the cost data obtained-plus addi-
tional data supplied to us from 
agricultural colleges in adjoining 
states and the cooperation of farm 
management experts- that we de-
velop the suggested charges and 
rates. Most of the operations per-
formed by the Farm Services De-
partment are handled on an actual 
custom basis. The costs are 
charged back to the other depart-
ments for which the work is done. 
At the beginning of each year, 
we prepare an adjusted schedule 
of service rates. Each charge is 
determined by anticipating in-
creases or decreases based on sev-
eral year's records. Labor costs 
are carried as a separate item. 
Since these costs vary with local 
conditions and in different parts 
of the state, labor charges are not 
included in the custom rate guide. 
The costs of owning and oper-
ating farm power units and ma-
chinery may be classified into two 
separate types of costs: Cost of 
ownership represents a fixed cost, 
including costs of depreciation, in-
terest and investment, taxes, in-
surance and housing. Costs of 
operation or the actual out-of-
pocket operating costs of a tractor 
or machine are variable costs-de-
pending directly on the amount of 
use, including costs of fuel , power, 
repairs, lubrication, etc. Both of 
these kinds of costs are taken into 
consideration in the rates sug-
gested in the guide. 
The guide rates are based on 
the approximate unit costs of 
work done under normal condi-
tions and generally are applicable 
to most Iowa situations. For high-
ly favorable conditions - large 
fields, long rows, etc.- the rate 
should be less than suggested in 
the guide. For unfavorable condi-
tions-small or irregular fields , 
poor soil conditions, etc. - the 
rates suggested should be adjusted 
upward. 
Remember These Things 
Keep these three things in mind 
as you use the Iowa Farm Custom 
Rate Guide for 1961: ( 1) Be-
cause of local variations, labor 
charges are not included in the 
rates and charges listed. (2) The 
suggested rates and charges are 
based on normal working condi-
tions. ( 3) Because of the supply 
and demand situation for custom 
services and machinery, actual 
going rates locally may be either 
above or below those listed in the 
table. 
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IOWA FARM CUSTOM RATE GUIDE-1961 
Suggested charges under normal conditions 
(labor NOT included) 
Farm operation Per hour Per acre 
TILLAGE: 
Plowing, 2-bottom ______________________ -----------____ _____ ------------- ________ ---------- __ __ _________________ $ 2. 50 _____________________________________________ . $ 2. 7 5 
Plowing , 3-bottom ---------------·------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 3.00 ---------------------------------------------- 2.50 
Plowing, 4-bottom ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 4 .00 ---------------------------------------------- 2.25 
Disk ha rrow, IS-foot sing le ---------------------------------------------- ---- ------------------------------ 2.00 ---------------------------------------- ------ 0.50 
Disk harrow, I 0-foot tandem ---------------------------------------------------------------------------· 2.50 ---------------------------------------------- 0.80 
Disk ha rrow, 14-foot tandem ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 3.00 ---------------------------------------------- 0. 70 
Disk harrow, 18-foot tandem ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 4.50 ---------------------------------------------- 0.65 
Spike-tooth harrow, 22-foot --------------------··---·---------------------------------------------------- 1.80 ------------- -------------------- -- ----------- 0 .25 
Spring-tooth harrow, I 7-foot ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 2 .00 ------------------------------- -- ------------- 0.65 
Packing, double-gang corrugated rolle r ---------------------------------------------------------- 2 .00 ---------------------------------------- _ __ ___ O .65 
PLANTING: 
D ri 11, sma 11-g rai n, I I -foot ----------------------------------------------------------------------________ ______ 3 .00 ------------------------ ____________ ·-- _______ O. 80 
Drill, sma ll-grain, I I-foot, with fert ilizer attachment a nd grass seeder -- -------- 4 .25 ---------------- ----- ---------------- --------- I. IO 
Endgate seeder -----------------------------------------------------'-------------------------------------------- 1.25 ------------------------------------- -- ---- --- 0 .30 
Packer seeder, I 0-foot ----------------------------------------------------------------- --------------------- 2.50 ------- --------------------------------------- 0 .65 
Plant corn, drill, 2-row --------------------------------~----------------------------------- ------ -------------- 1.50 ---------------------------------------------- 1.00 
Plant corn , drill, 4-row ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 3.00 -------------------------------- --------·----- 0.90 
Plant corn , check, with fertilizer, 2-row ------------------------------------------------------------ I. 75 ---------------------------------------------- I .20 
Plant corn, check, with fertilizer, 4-row -----------------------------------·------------------------ 4 .00 ---------------------------------------------- 1.00 
CULTIVATION: 
Rotary hoe or weeder, 2-row ---------------------------------------------------------- --- ----- --- ------- 1.80 ------------------------------------------- --- 0.50 
Rota ry hoe or weeder, 4-row ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 2.50 ----------- ------------------------ -- --- ------ 0.40 
Cultivate, 2-row -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 1.75 ----------------------------------- ----------- 0.85 
C ultivate , 4-row ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ -------------- 3.00 ---------------------------------------------- 0.70 
Cultivate and fertilize, 2-row ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 2.00 ---------------------------------------------- I .OS 
Cultivate and fe rtilize, 4-row ----------------------------- --------------------------------- -------------- 3 .25 ---------------------------------------------- 0.90 
HARVESTING: 
Corn picking , 2-row, mo unted ------------------ ------------------------------------- ----- ---------- ---- 6.50 ---------------------------------------------- 3 .25 
Combining , d irect o r pickup, I 0-foot width ---------------------------------------------------- 7.00 ------------- ------------------- -------------- 3 .50 
Corn combining, 2-row --- ------------------------------------------------------------------ -· ----------- ---- 8.00 ---- ----------- ---- ------------- ------- ------- 4 .00 
W indrowing -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 2.50 --------------------------------- ---------- --- 0.85 
Forage harvesting, corn and so rghum ------------------------------------------- ------------------- 6 .00 ---------------------------------------------- 6.00 
Forage harvesting, grass and legume --------------------------------------------- -- ----------------- 5 .00 ----------------------------------- -- -- ------- 5.00 
HAYING: 
~E~~: f~!~f ~f 1E~~1-i:~~~~~:::::::::::: :::: ::::::::::::::: :: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::: ::: ~:H ~:~:;::~:~:I~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~:~~ 
Field chopping --------------------------------------------- -- -------------- --------------------------------------- 6.00 ---------------------------------------------- --·----
FERTILIZING: 
Spread commercia l fertil izer, b roadcast ------------------------------------------- --------------- 2.25 ------------------------------------·--------- 0.70 
Tracto r a nd ma nure loader ----------------------------------------- ----- ---------------------------------- 2 .25 -------- --- ---------------- -- -- --------------- __ ·----
SPRAYING: 
Sprayer, t ractor with attached or trai ler-type boom -------------------------------------- 2.00 ---------------- --------------------- ---------
MISCELLANEOUS: 
Mowing roadsides ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------- 2.50 -- -- ---------------------------- --------------
C ut co rnsta lks, 2-row, rot ary-type -------------------------------------------------------------------- 2.50 ------------ ---------------------------------- 1.20 
Bo re post holes ------------------------------------------------- -- ------------------------------------------------- 2 :00 ------- -- ------------------------------------- --·----
Saw wood , cha in saw ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 2 .50 ---------------------------------------- ------
Tractor on ly, 2-plow* ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 1.25 ---------------------------------------------- -- ·----
Tractor only, 3-plow* ------------------ -------------------·--- ----------------------------------------- ------ 1.50 ------------------------------- ----------- ---- --·----
Tractor on ly, 4-plow* --------------------------------------------------------- ----- -------------------------- I . 7 5 ------- ----------------------------- __ __ __ ___ _ --·----
Tracto r only, 5-plow* -------------------------------------- ---------------- ---------------------------------- 2 .00 ------------------------------- ---------____ __ -- ·----
Shell corn ----- ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 21f2c per bushel ---------- ---------------- --·----
Dry shelled corn o r sma ll g ra in --------------------------- -- ------------------------ --------- ---- -------- Sc per bu. minim um charge ; I c per 
bu. per pe rce nt of moisture re-
moved. 
• Fuel not furnishe d . 
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Which Do YOU Buy 1 
Only about a third of the lawn seed and grass seed mixtures offered fo r 
sale for lawn seeding purposes last year in nine of t he state's largest 
cities were suitable for establishing even-textured , fine-leaved lawns. 
by Eliot C. Roberts and L. E. Everson 
M ANY OF the lawn and grass 
seed mixtures sold in Iowa 
for lawn seeding purposes contain 
large percentages of coarse-leaved 
annual or perennial grasses such 
as tall fescue, ryegrass and red-
top. If you're interested in an 
even-textured, fine-leaved lawn, 
ELI OT C. ROBERTS is associate professor of 
horticulture, and L. E. EVERSON is professor 
of botany. 
mixtures containing these aren't 
suitable. Lawns planted with such 
mixtures don't have a uniform ap-
pearance. The broad-leaved grass-
es grow more rapidly than the 
fine-leaved grasses and "stand 
out" in the lawn. Also, these 
coarse grasses fail because they 
aren't adapted to standard lawn-
maintenance practices such as 
close cutting. 
What kinds of grasses should 
you plant for a beautiful lawn? 
When you buy lawn seed, think of 
more than the size of the package 
and its price. Large-seeded coarse 
grasses, for example, often are 
packaged in large containers and 
sold at lower prices than fine-
leaved grasses. Even where a 
coarse rough turf is desired, these 
bargain packs aren't necessarily 
the "good buy" they seem to be. 
This is because seeding rates are 
from 2 to 4 times greater than for 
small-seeded, fine-leaved grasses. 
Depending on the kind of lawn 
or turf you want, there's a dif-
ference between lawn seed and 
grass seed. That's what this ar-
ticle is about. 
What's Available? 
In 1960 we conducted a survey 
to determine the relative quality 
of lawn seed sold in Iowa. We 
visited stores selling grass seed 
mixtures in nine of the state's 
larger cities and recorded the dif-
ferent mixtures offered for sale as 
lawn or grass seed intended for 
lawn seeding. 
Less than 30 percent of the 
grass and lawn seed mixtures con-
tained 70 percent or more of per-
ennial fine-leaved grasses (see 
table 1). On this basis alone, a 
person would have about a one in 
four chance of getting a really 
good lawn seed mixture--unless 
he knew what he wanted and 
read the label to make sure he 
was getting it. 
Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pra-
tensis) generally is considered as 
the queen of the lawn grasses in 
the Midwest. Approximately 70 
TABLE I. Percentage of fine-leaved peren-
nial grasses in grass seed mixtures offered 
for sale , 1960. 
Range in amount of 
fine-lea ved peren nial 
grass presenta 
Mixtures 
containing 
·:-hese amounts 
90-99% ............................................ 9% 
80-89% ........................................................ 9% 
70-79% ........................................................ 9% 
60-69% ........................................................ 12% 
50-59% ........................................................ 7% 
40-49% ........................................................ 4% 
30-39% ........................................................ 6% 
20-29% ........................................................ 9% 
10-19% ........................................................ 13% 
0- 9% ........................................................ 22% 
8 Fine-leaved perennial grasses: bluegrasses, bent-
grasses, Chewings and Creeping Red fescues. 
NOTE: For lawn purposes, we consider that 
a minimum of 70 percent should be fine-
leaved, but only 27 percent of the mixtures 
contained this am ount. 
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percent of the mixtures, how-
ever, contained 35 percent or less 
of bluegrass (see table 2) . 
TABLE 2. Percentage of bluegrasses• in grass 
seed mixtures offered for sale, 1960. 
Range in amount of 
bluegrass present 
Mixtures 
containing 
these amounts 
90-99% ..... ........................ .. ............. 1% 
80-89% -·· ......................... ···················- 0% 
70-79% .. ··················· ···················· 0% 
60-69% ............ ..... .. . ...... 4% 
50-59% . ···························· 12% 
40-49% .... ·············· ... ..... .. ......... 9% 
35-39% ....... . ..................... ·············· 5% 
30-34% - .... ····-··················· ............. ······ 4% 
20-29% . ································· ....... ····-· 10% 
10-19% ········ ............... ··························-· 17% 
0- 9% .. ................. ································· 38% 
•Bluegrasses include common Kentucky blueg rass 
(Poa pratensis) and named stra ins, Canada blue-
grass (Poa compressa) and rough stal k bluegrass ( Poo trivial is). 
NOTE: For lawn purposes, we consider that 
a minimum of 35 percent of the mixture 
should be Kentucky bluegrass, but only 
about 30 percent of the mixtures contained 
this much. 
What Protection? 
The main requirements of the 
Iowa Seed Law for lawn and 
grass seed mixtures are that they 
be accurately labeled as to kind, 
variety, purity and germination. 
The law sets no minimum percent-
age for desirable turf grasses in 
lawn seed mixtures sold in the 
state. Neither does the law set 
any maximum for undesirable 
kinds. 
This means that a grass seed 
that contains no desirable lawn 
species may be legally sold for 
lawn seeding purposes. Also, spe-
cies present may have a very low 
- or ev en zero - germination. 
While reputable seed companies 
sell seed of good purity and ger-
mination in their mixtures, there's 
still much poor lawn seed avail-
able on the market in Iowa. 
What is Lawn Turf? 
How can you tell a good lawn 
seed mixture from a poor one? 
Before we can answer this, it's 
important to clearly describe the 
characteristics of a desirable type 
of lawn. Individuals may differ 
in their idea of what a lawn should 
look like. But the following defi-
nition would satisfy the demands 
of most persons for lawn turf: 
A lawn is an area established in 
perennial grasses which are per-
sistent when properly managed 
and clipped at a 10. -inch height 
o j cut or lower, depending on the 
species and strains established. 
This definition states three growth 
characteristics which are most 
commonly desired. 
(1) The lawn should consist of 
perennial grasses which won't 
winterkill or die out annually and 
require reseeding. Extremes in cli-
matic conditions occasionally re-
sult in severe injury to the best of 
the perennial fine-leaved lawn 
grasses. But instances requiring 
reseeding should be the exception 
rather than the rule. 
(2) Some p e r ennial grasses 
aren't persistent under normal 
l a wn-ma inten a nce . Continued 
clipping at a 10. -inch height re-
duces the vigor of some species so 
that they die even when other 
conditions for growth are favor-
able. A lawn, then, should con-
sist of grasses which will tolerate 
a clipping height of 10. inches or 
less. Coarse-leaved grasses won't 
do this, and grass clipped higher 
than this normally loses its uni-
form appearance and isn't consid-
ered of lawn quality. 
( 3) A lawn requires some de-
gree of management and care. 
Grasses included in lawn mixtures 
should respond to reasonable fer-
tilization and watering practices 
by producing a good, uniform 
ground cover. 
What Seed? 
Before deciding on a seed mix-
ture for your lawn, determine 
the kind of turf that will best 
meet your needs. Pay particular 
attention to the growth character-
istics of the various grasses. This 
is to make sure you can satisfy 
their maintenance requirements. 
Kentucky Bluegrasses (Poa 
pratensis ) include common Ken-
tucky bluegrass and the strains, 
Merion, Park, Newport and oth-
ers. These are the best-adapted 
lawn grasses for the cool, humid 
regions of the United States. 
Bluegrasses are medium-textured, 
hardy, long-lived, sod-forming 
grasses which spread vigorously 
by means of underground stems. 
They may be seeded as bluegrass 
mixtures or as mixtures of blue-
grasses and red fescues. All blue-
grasses produce the best lawn 
A coarse, rough-textured turf may be established by seeding tall fescue alone (left), but tall 
fescue is considered a weed when found in clumps in a Kentucky bluegrass lawn (photo at right). 
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turf where soils are fertile , wel.l 
drained and nonacid. 
Bluegrass is tolerant of drouth. 
It survives normal summer tem-
peratures. It tolerates dry periods 
by becoming dormant, and the 
foliage turns brown. To be kept 
green throughout most summers, 
bluegrass must be watered. Of the 
various bluegrasses, Merion will 
tolerate a cutting height of ~ to 1 
inch ; the others should be clipped 
at l Yz inches. 
Merion needs more fertilizer 
than the other bluegrasses and 
should have 5 to 8 pounds of ni-
trogen per 1,000 sq. ft. per year 
applied as a lawn fertilizer. Other 
bluegrasses normally thrive on 3 
to 4 pounds of nitrogen per 1,000 
sq. ft. per year. Disease suscepti-
bility increases at higher rates of 
fertilization. Common Kentucky 
bluegrass is particularly suscep-
tible to leaf spot and root rot 
diseases. Merion is very suscep-
tible to rust, while Park and New-
port are somewhat tolerant of 
both kinds of diseases. A mixture 
of these four bluegrasses produces 
a maximum of disease resistance 
in an established lawn. 
None of these grasses is per-
sistent under dense shade. Over-
fert ilization, excess watering and 
close clipping often encourage 
bentgrasses to take over a blue-
grass lawn, and a patchy, spotty 
turf may result. 
Bluegrasses are relatively slow 
in germinating and becoming es-
tablished ; Merion is particularly 
slow. To protect slow-developing 
bluegrasses from extremes of cli-
mate, seed a bluegrass-red fescue 
mixture. The red fescues develop 
sturdy seedlings faster than the 
bluegrasses and aid in the rapid 
establishment of the lawn. 
Rough Stalk Bluegrass (Poa 
tri viali s) differs from common 
Kentucky bluegrass in its growth 
characteristics. It's more tolerant 
of shade and produces better turf 
under moist soil conditions; use it 
only in locations where these con-
ditions prevail. 
Chewings and Creeping Red 
Fescues ( F estuca rubra) are fine-
leaved grasses well adapted to 
shade and poor, sandy soils. They 
thrive under infertile soil condi-
tions and are highly tolerant of 
Colonia l bent g rass alone makes an extremely fine -textured lawn. 
drouth. Though quick to germi-
nate and to become established, 
they're not competitive with blue-
grass in exposed locations or 
where soil fertility is high. They 
give most satisfactory growth at a 
l Yz -inch height of cut. 
Differences in growth charac-
teristics among common Creeping 
Red fescue and the strains, Illa-
hee, Pennlawn and Ranier, are 
slight. Pennlawn is considered 
more aggressive than the others 
and equally persistent. Red 
fescues may be used as pure seed-
ings where there's shade or in 
bluegrass mixtures for exposed lo-
cations. 
Colonial Bentgrasses ( Agrostis 
tenuis ) require heavy fertilization 
and watering. In pure seedings, 
bentgrasses should be clipped at 
Yz to ~ inch in height. Apply 
fungicides often to give protec-
tion against diseases. In mixtures 
with bluegrasses and red fescues, 
there 's a tendency for bentgrass 
to form patches. At a clipping 
height of l Yz inches, the bentgrass 
patches develop into thick mats 
that are often scalped in mowing. 
Also, under these conditions, bent-
grass often produces tufted fol iage 
at the ends of bare shoots. Re-
moving the tufts by normal lawn 
clipping leaves a bald spot of 
brown stubble. E ither injury 
means an unattractive turf . 
High land Colonial bentgrass 
seed results in more of this type 
of response than found with plants 
from Astoria Colonial seed. The 
bentgrasses produce the best qual-
ity turf when seeded alone where 
their growth requirements can be 
fully satisfied without being detri-
mental to other grasses. If used 
in mixtures, not more than 5 per-
cent should be included. 
Ryegrasses (Lolium multifior-
um and Lolium perenne) produce 
a coarse-textured turf that's non-
sodforming and not tolerant of a 
l Yz -inch clipping height. Areas 
seeded to ryegrass germinate and 
become established quickly. Rye-
grass seedlings are strong com-
petitors and are effective in rap-
idly stabilizing soil surfaces. But 
the vigor of the turf gradually de-
clines under continued close clip-
ping until little grass cover is left. 
Where common or annual ryegrass 
is used, little growth can be ex-
pected after the first year, though 
perennial ryegrasses persist for 
longer periods of time. 
When ryegrass is included in 
seed mixtures to provide protec-
tion for the slow-developing blue-
grasses or for soil stabilizing 
purposes, the amount included 
shouldn't exceed 2 5 percent. An-
nual ryegrass is pref erred to per-
ennial since it provides equal 
early protection but is less com-
petitive and persistent in the ma-
ture turf. 
Tall Fescues (Festuca arundi-
nacea) include the strains, Alta, 
Goar, Kentucky 31 and others. 
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They all have similar growth 
characteristics when used for turf. 
They're coarse-textured c 1 ump 
gr~sses that are non-sodforming. 
High plant populations thin out 
rapidly when continually clipped 
at a 1,%-inch height. Where tall 
fescues and bluegrasses are seeded 
together and clipped at this height, 
the bluegrasses will become domi-
nant, and the fescues will form 
unsightly clumps. 
At a cutting height of 2 to 4 
inches, however, tall fescues gen-
erally are persistent and produce 
a thick, tough turf suitable for 
sports, play areas and other loca-
tions which have heavy traffic. 
Tall fescues require little supple-
mental watering and have rela-
tively low fertilizer requirements. 
Redtop and Timothy (Agros-
tis alba and P hleum pratense) are 
both coarse-textured grasses, not 
tolerant of a 1,% -inch height of 
cut. Seeds of these grasses germi-
nate quickly, and seedling estab-
lishment is rapid. They're more 
competitive than annual ryegrass 
and, thus, are considered undesir-
able in 1 awn seed mixtures. 
They're useful, however, as pure 
seedings and in mixtures for es-
tablishing rough turf areas. 
Lawn Seed Mixtures ••• 
Kentucky Bluegrass and Red 
~scue Mixtures: There are many 
mixtures of grass seed that con-
tain recommended turf grass spe-
cies .and strains in the proper pro-
port10ns for lawn establishment. 
Permanent grasses, such as blue-
grass and fine-leaved red fescue 
should amount to 70 to 100 per~ 
cent of the total; 3 5 to 100 per-
cent bluegrass and 30 to 65 per-
cent red fescue is recommended. 
If Colonial bentgrass is included, 
not more than 5 percent is ad-
vised. Mixtures which include red 
fescues should not contain rye-
grasses. Table 3 shows an example 
of a suitable bluegrass-red fescue 
mixture for a recommended seed-
ing rate of 3 to 4 pounds per 1,000 
sq. ft. 
Mixtures of Kentucky Bluegrass 
Strains: Lawn mixtures may be 
formulated to exclude all but 
bluegrasses. Mixtures of blue-
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TABLE 3. Example of a suitable bluegrass-
red fesc:ue lawn seed mixt ure for use in Iowa. 
Desirable 
Germi-Grass species 
and strains ~urity nation Mixture• 
Kentucky bluegrassb ........ 85% 
Red fescuec ........................ 98% 
75% 
85% 
60% 
40% 
•Per~~nt by weight minus small variations for im· 
pur1t1es, etc. 
bMay be any one or a mixture of the followi ng : 
Common Kentucky, Park, Newport, Merion. 
cMay be any one or a mixture of the following: 
Pennl~wn, lllahee, Ranier, common Creeping or 
C hew1ngs. 
grasses with strains of varying 
growth requirements adjust better 
to changing environmental condi-
tions w i t h o u t decreasing lawn 
quality. Pure seedings of only one 
bluegrass strain may deteriorate 
quickly as growth conditions be-
come unfavorable. Only where 
lawns can be carefully managed-
f ertilized, watered, constantly pro-
tected from disease infections, etc. 
-will a single strain produce as 
good a lawn as would normally be 
expected from a mixture. Three 
different bluegrass mixtures con-
sidered suitable for use in Iowa at 
a seeding rate of 2 pounds per 
1,000 sq. ft. are shown in table 4. 
Kentucky Bluegrass-Ryegrass 
Mixtures: Lawn seed mixtures 
containing ryegrass to aid in rapid 
establishment shouldn't contain 
more than 25 percent of annual 
ryegrass. Red fescues contribute 
little to a bluegrass-ryegrass mix-
ture and may be omitted. Com-
mon Kentucky bluegrass will com-
pete with ryegrass as well as, if 
not better than, other strains, so 
we advise 7 5 percent of this grass 
seed. This bluegrass-ryegrass mix-
ture may be justifiably classed as 
lawn seed. But it should be con-
sidered inferior to a Kentucky 
bluegrass-red f escue mixture ex-
cept where especially rapid lawn 
establishment is required. In such 
cases, we recommend a seeding 
rate of this mixture at 4 pounds 
per 1,000 sq. ft. 
Grass. Turf Mixtures • • • 
Where a coarse, rough turf is 
desired and a high clipping height 
isn't objectionable, the use of 100 
percent tall fescue seeded at a 
rate of 8 to 10 pounds per 1,000 
sq. ft. is recommended. 
For a temporary cover of coarse 
grasses, pure seedings of ryegrass, 
timothy or redtop or mixtures of 
these grasses are recommended. 
Pure ryegrass, timothy or redtop 
should be seeded at rates of 6, 3 
and 2 pounds, respectively, per 
1,000 sq. ft. Where these grass 
seeds are mixed, the seeding rate 
should be adjusted according to 
the proportions of each in the mix-
ture-close to 5 pounds when us-
ing high percentages of ryegrass, 
close to 3 pounds when using high 
percentages of timothy and red-
top. 
Remember ••• 
When you plan to seed your 
lawn, decide first what kind of 
lawn you want. Consider next the 
conditions under which it will be 
grown and the amount of care 
you're willing to give. Then, de-
cide on the kinds of seed to buy. 
At this point, keep in mind that 
there is a difference between lawn 
seed and grass seed. Read the la-
bel information carefully before 
you buy to make sure that you're 
getting what you want and that 
the seed is of high purity and ger-
mination. Finally, make the nec-
essary plans to maintain the lawn 
according to recommended lawn 
maintenance practices (see the 
April, May and June 1960 issues 
of IowA FARM SCIENCE or re-
prints FS-863, FS-868 and FS-
869, available from your county 
extension office or the Publications 
Distribution Room at Iowa State). 
TABLE 4 . Examples of suitable bluegrass lawn seed mixtures for use in Iowa. 
Desirable 
Bluegrass 
strains• Purity 
Common Kentucky ................................................................ 85% 
Park - ··············-······················································--···-·······90% 
Newport .................................................................................... 90% 
Merion ·······························································-··········- ········-85% 
Germi-
nation 
75% 
80% 
80% 
75% 
No. I 
40% 
20% 
20% 
20% 
•Any of these may be maintained as pure stands where they receive special c:are. 
•Percent by weig ht minus small variations for impurities, etc. 
Suitable mixtureb 
No.2 No. 3 
40"· 50% 
30% 
30% 
50% 
axes 
and How Much? 
This fourth article in this series points up the importance of taxes in 
planning the distribution or transfer of farm and other property. Of 
interest here are estate, inheritance and gia taxes, and how they apply. 
by John F. Timmons and John C. O'Byrne 
T AXES HA VE a role of major importance in planning the 
distribution and transfer of farm 
and other property--especially in 
periods of high tax rates and 
property valuations. A knowledge 
of the federal and state taxes that 
may apply can help in making 
plans to minimize these taxes in 
carrying out a desired plan of 
property management and distri-
bution. 
Death Taxes 
There are two types of taxes 
levied upon property passing at 
death. These are the federal es-
tate tax and the state inheritance 
tax. In some cases, property trans-
£ erred during life also is taxable 
at death-if the transferor of the 
property "kept some strings on 
it." In theory, death taxes are 
levied on the right to transfer or 
receive property at death of the 
owner. But, in a practical sense, 
it's the property itself that's 
taxed. 
The federal estate tax is levied 
on the estate of a decedent, with-
out reference to the persons who 
JOHN F. TIMMONS is professor of agricul-
tural economics at Iowa State. JOHN C. 
O 'BYRN E is professor of law and director of 
the Agricultural Law Center, State Univer-
sity of Iowa. 
are to receive the property. As 
with income tax, estate tax rates 
are graduated. The percentage 
rate of tax increases as the amount 
of property increases. The federal 
government levies an estate tax. 
The Iowa inheritance tax is 
levied on the amount of property 
that passes to particular bene-
ficiaries. These rates also are 
graduated. The amount of prop-
erty that can go to a particular 
beneficiary free of tax and the 
rate of tax on the excess vary-
according to the degree of family 
relationship between decedent and 
beneficiary. The inheritance tax 
on property left to a widow, for 
example, is much less than the tax 
on the same amount left to a 
cousin. The state government 
levies an inheritance tax in Iowa. 
Federal Estate Tax • • • 
The federal estate tax is levied 
on the value of the property owned 
by the decedent at his death-and 
on other property transferred dur-
ing his life over which he retained 
some interest or control. The 
total value of these is the gross 
estate. From this, certain deduc-
tions and an exemption are taken 
to compute the taxable estate . 
Graduated rates are applied to the 
value of the taxable estate to de-
termine the amount of tax due. 
Gross Estate: The gross estate 
is determined under the provisions 
of the Internal Revenue Code, 
sections 2031 through 2044. It in-
cludes: 
-all property which the decedent 
owned at his death (except real prop-
erty outside of the United States); 
-insurance on the life of the de-
cedent payable to his estate; 
- insurance on the life of the decedent 
payable to beneficiaries other than his 
estate if the decedent had any rights 
of ownership in the policy; 
-the full value of property owned in 
joint tenancy with the right of sur-
vivorship (less any portion that did not 
originate directly or indirectly with the 
decedent); 
-property given away within 3 years 
before death if the gifts were made in 
contemplation of death; 
-property given away during life, 
if the decedent retained some interest or 
control or power over the property (for 
example: where a gift had strings on 
it or where the intended recipient could 
not get possession and enjoyment of 
the property before the decedent's death 
and the decedent retained certain re-
versionary rights) ; 
-property given away by the de-
cedent in which he kept a life estate for 
himself (a "reserved life estate"); 
-property over which the decedent 
had a power of appointment which he 
could have exercised in favor of him-
self, his creditors or his estate; 
-the value of payments to be re-
ceived by a surviving beneficiary under 
an annuity contract if the decedent also 
was entitled to payments under the con-
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tract (a "joint life and survivor an-
nuity") ; some or all of the payments 
to a survivor from a qualified em-
ployees' trust or annuity plan may be 
exempt. 
Deductions: To determine what 
the decedent left "free and clear" 
and to provide for the passing of 
some property to a spouse and 
charities free of tax, certain de-
ductions are subtracted from the 
gross estate. This determines the 
amount of the taxable estate on 
which the tax falls . The deduc-
tions allowed by sections 2053 
through 2056 of the Internal R ev-
enue Code are: 
-debts, funeral expenses, costs of 
administering the estate and losses from 
fire , storm, other casualty or theft dur-
ing settlement of the estate; 
-the amount of money or property 
left to charitable, religious and educa-
tional organizations (the "charitable 
deduction"); 
-the amount of money or property 
passing to a surviving spouse, though 
this deduction cannot be more than 50 
percent of the adjusted gross estate 
(gross estate less the deductions in the 
first item above) even though more than 
that actually goes to the spouse. This 
is the "marital deduction" which per-
mits a person to leave roughly half of 
his estate to his spouse free of tax. 
Exemption: An exemption of 
$60,000 is allowed by Section 2052 
of the Internal Revenue Code to 
all estates. This means that the 
first $60,000, after all deductions 
are subtracted, passes free of tax. 
Taxable Estate: The amount 
left over after all deductions and 
the exemption have been subtract-
ed from the gross estate is the 
taxable estate. The graduated 
estate tax rates are applied against 
this to determine the amount of 
federal estate tax (see table 1). 
Credits Against Tax: In many 
estates, the tax as computed above 
will be reduced by certain credits 
or offsets. If a gift tax was paid 
on a lifetime transfer of property 
which also is included in the gross 
estate at death, a credit is allowed 
against the estate tax. If two or 
more people die within short pe-
riods, a credit is allowed in sub-
sequent estates to prevent the es-
tate tax from striking with full 
force each t ime. Two other cred-
its permit offset against the 
federal estate tax of some or all 
of the taxes paid to a state or 
foreign government. 
Thus, the over-all pattern of 
computation of the federal estate 
tax is ( 1) Gross Estate reduced 
by ( 2) Deductions and ( 3) the 
$60,000 Exemption equals ( 4) 
the Taxable Estate. Tax on the 
taxable estate is determined as 
shown in table 1, and the tax so 
determined is then reduced by any 
credits allowed. 
Iowa Inheritance Tax 
The State of Iowa imposes an 
inheritance tax on the property re-
ceived by each beneficiary. Prop-
erty subject to the state inherit-
ance tax is similar to that subject 
to the federal estate tax, but the 
rates, exemptions allowed and 
methods of taxing are somewhat 
different. 
The state inheritance tax as set 
out in Chapter 450 of the Code of 
Iowa reaches: 
-all property passing by will or in-
testacy (except property permanently 
located outside of the state) ; 
-insurance payable to the decedent's 
estate (but not insurance payable to a 
named beneficiary) ; · 
-property given away before death if 
the transfer was made in contemplation 
of death; 
-property given away before death if 
the transferor reserved a life estate for 
himself or if the use and enjoyment of 
the property could not be obtained by 
the recipient until the transferor died ; 
-property over which the decedent 
exercised a power of appointment; 
-property held in joint tenancy to 
the extent that the property really orig-
inated with or was purchased by the 
decedent. 
Certain deductions and exemp-
tions are allowed in determining 
the net amount of the estate sub-
ject to tax. Deductions are al-
lowed for (a) debts due at death, 
(b ) certain taxes owed by the de-
cedent and the estate, ( c) funeral 
expenses, (d) temporary allow-
ance for a widow and young chil-
dren while the estate is being 
settled, ( e) costs and fees of ad-
ministering the estate and (f) 
property on which an inheritance 
tax had been paid within 2 years 
TABLE I. Computation of Federal Estate Tax. TABLE 2. Iowa Inheritance Tax Rates. 
Taxable estate 
Tax on 
Amounting But not amount in 
to exceeding col. I (I) (2) (3) 
$ - $5,000 $-
$5,000 $10,000 $150 
$10,000 $20,000 $500 
$20,000 $30,000 $1 ,600 
$30,000 $40,000 $3,000 
$40,000 $50,000 $4,800 
$50,000 $60,000 $7,000 
$60,000 $100,000 $9,500 
$100,000 $250,000 $20,700 
$250,000 $500,000 $65,700 
$500,000 $750,000 $145,700 
$750,000 $1,000,000 $233,200 
$1,000,000 $1,250,000 $325,700 
$1,250,000 $ 1,500,000 $423 ,200 
$1,500,000 $2,000,000 $528,200 
$2,000,000 $2,500,000 $753,200 
$2,500,000 $3,000,000 $998,200 
$3,000,000 $3,500,000 $1,263 ,200 
$3,500,000 $4,000,000 $1,543,200 
$4,000,000 $5,000,000 $1,838,200 
$5,000,000 $6,000,000 $2,468,200 
$6,000,000 $7,000,000 $3 , 138,200 
$7,000,000 $8,000,000 $3 ,838,200 
$8,000,000 $ 10,000,000 $4,568,200 
$10,000,000 $ -- $6,088,200 
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Rate of tax on 
excess over 
amount in 
col. I (4) 
3% 
7% 
11 % 
14% 
18% 
22% 
25% 
28% 
30% 
32% 
35°/, 
37% 
39% 
42% 
45% 
49% 
53% 
56% 
59% 
63% 
67% 
70% 
73% 
76% 
77% 
Amount above 
exemption 
Class I , spouse, child, parent or lineal descendant: 
$-- to $ 10,000 .... . 
$ I 0,000 to $ 25 ,000 .... . 
$ 25,00C to $ 50,000 ..... .. 
$ 50,000 to $100,000 .... .. . 
$100,000 to $150,000 
$150,000 to $200,000 .... 
$200,000 to $300,000 
Tax rate 
for each 
bracket 
1% 
2% 
3% 
4% 
........................ 5% 
6% 
$300,000 to 5 -- . ........................................................................... . 
7% 
8% 
C lass 2, brother, sister, c hild's spouse o r stepchild: 
$-- to $ 25,000 . 
$ 25,000 to $ 50,000 . 
$ 50,000 to $100,000 . 
$100,000 to $200,000 . 
$200,000 to $300,000 .. .. 
$300,000 to $ -- .. .. 
Class 3, all persons not in class I or 2: 
$-- to $100,000 . 
$100,000 to $200,000 . 
$200,000 to $ - -
5% 
6% 
7% 
8% 
9% 
10% 
10% 
12% 
15% 
prior to the death of the decedent. 
This determines the net amount 
of property available for distribu-
tion to beneficiaries on which the 
computation of the tax chargeable 
to each beneficiary is based. 
Not all property passing at 
death is taxed. No tax is imposed 
if the estate doesn't exceed $1,000. 
Property passing to certain reli-
gious, charitable and educational 
organizations or for public pur-
poses isn't taxed. 
Property left to relatives is 
taxed. But the rate of tax and the 
amounts that may be left tax-free 
depend on the degree of relation-
ship to the decedent. Exemptions 
are granted to certain relatives, 
permitting some property to pass 
to them free of tax. The tax then 
falls on any property received 
over and above the amount of the 
exemption. 
The first $40,000 of property 
passing to a surviving spouse is 
exempt from the Iowa inheritance 
tax. The same is true of the fir st 
$15 ,000 passing to each child 
(natural or adopted), the fir st 
$10,000 passing to a parent and 
the first $5 ,000 passing to a 
grandchild or other lineal de-
scendant. Tax rates on property 
left to persons in this group range 
from 1 percent on the first $10,000 
above the exempt amount to 8 
percent on amounts over $300,000 
in excess of the applicable exemp-
tion. 
No exemption is allowed for 
property passing to brothers, sis-
ters , sons-in-law, daughters-in-law 
or stepchildren of the decedent. 
For these persons, the tax rate 
ranges from 5 to 10 percent, de-
pending on the amount of prop-
erty received. Amounts left to all 
other persons are taxed at rates 
from 10 to 15 percent (see table 
2). 
Federal Gift Tax . . . 
The federal gift tax is levied on 
transfers by gift made during life. 
Complete and outright lifetime 
gifts are taxed in the year made 
and aren't subject to the estate 
tax at the death of the giver. 
Sometimes a transfer may be a 
gift for gift-tax purposes and still 
be taxable at death because the 
donor retained certain powers or 
control over the property. In such 
cases, however, the gift tax paid 
is credited against the amount of 
estate tax due to prevent a double 
tax. 
Gift tax rates , as shown in table 
3, are about three-fourths of the 
estate tax rates. The computa-
tions and exemptions differ so 
much, however, that the gift tax 
on a transfer during life often will 
be considerably less than the es-
tate tax on a transfer of the same 
amount of property at death. 
The gift tax law allows an an-
nual exclusion from taxable gifts 
of $3 ,000 for each person to whom 
a gift is made. In addition, each 
taxpayer-giver is granted a spe-
cific exemption of $30,000 which 
he can use at any time. Thus, 
$3,000 in gifts can be made to 
each beneficiary in each year with-
out tax. Additionally, $30,000 in 
gifts (over and above $3 ,000 per 
recipient per year ) may be made 
free of tax during the taxpayer's 
lifetime. 
Gifts made by married couples 
- split gifts: If a married person 
makes a gift to someone other 
than his or her spouse, the gift 
may be treated as given half by 
the donor and half by the spouse. 
This may be done even though 
only one of them owned the money 
or property given. It means that 
parents who have made no pre-
vious gifts could make gifts up to 
$60,000 free of tax by using the 
$30,000 exemption. Also, $6,000 
each year to each beneficiary 
would be free of gift tax because 
each spouse is entitled to a $3 ,000 
exclusion for each beneficiary each 
year. 
Gifts made to spouse-marital 
deduction: The gift tax marital 
deduction is similar to the estate 
tax marital deduction. It simply 
means that half of the gift from 
one spouse to the other is tax free. 
The $30,000 exemption and the 
annual $3 ,000 exclusion can still 
be applied to offset the half of 
the gift to the spouse which is 
subject to tax. 
Gifts are taxed according to 
graduated rates. The more gifts 
that a person has made in past 
years, the higher will be the tax 
rates on gifts made in the current 
year. The gift tax is collected an-
nually. So, to figure the tax for 
any year, it is necessary to 
know the amount of gifts made in 
prior years. Gifts of the current 
year are added to all gifts made 
in previous years (since 1932) to 
determine the rate of tax for the 
current year's gifts which are 
considered to be "on top of the 
pile." The method of computation 
is this : 
(a) A tax is figured on all taxable 
gifts made from 1932 to the end of 
the current year. 
(b ) A tax is figured on all taxable 
gifts made from 1932 to the beginning 
of the current year. 
(c) The difference is the tax due on 
the taxable gifts made during the cur-
rent year. 
Taxable gifts means the aggre-
gate of the gifts made in each 
year- less (a) the exclusions al-
lowed each year for each recipient, 
(b) the amount of any gift made 
to a charitable, religious or edu-
cational organization, ( c) half of 
any gift made to a spouse after 
April 2, 1948, and ( d) the lifetime 
exemption of $30,000. 
TABLE 3. Federal Gift Tax Rates. 
Amounting 
to 
(A) 
$--
$ 5,000 
$ 10,000 
$ 20,000 
$ 30,000 
$ 40,000 
$ 50,000 
$ 60,000 
$ 70,000 
$100,000 
$200,000 
$250,000 
$400,000 
$500,000 
Taxable gifts 
But not 
exceeding 
( BJ 
$ 5,000 
$ 10,000 
$ 20,000 
$ 30,000 
$ 40,000 
$ 50,000 
$ 60,000 
$ 70,000 
$100,000 
$200,000 
$250,000 
$400,000 
$500,000 
$750,000 
Tax on 
amount in 
col. A 
Tax on excess 
over amount 
in col. A 
$ -- .................................. 21/4% 
$ 11 2.50 .................................. Sl/4'Yo 
$ 375 .................................. 8'14'% 
$ I ,200 .................................. I 01/,''/o 
$ 2,250 .................................. I 3'h% 
$ 3,600 .................................. 16'h% 
$ 5,250 .................................. 18%% 
$ 7,125 .................................. 21 % 
$ 9,225 .................................. 21 % 
$ 15,525 .................................. 22ih% 
$ 38,025 .................................. 22'h% 
$ 49, 275 .................................. 24% 
$ 85,275 .................................. 24% 
$109, 275 .................................. 26114')'0 
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Why DONT ·~~ · 
We Agree on @ ~ ~ 
Farm Policy? 
by Donald R. Kaldor 
SHARP DISAGREEMENTS 
are found in much of the cur-
rent discussion of farm policy. 
Few people seem happy or satis-
fied with existing programs. But 
there's lots of disagreement on 
what changes should be made. 
People disagree on the nature 
and seriousness of our farm prob-
lems, on the causes and on the 
kinds of action that should be 
taken to deal with them. There 
are wide differences of opinion 
among farm people and their or-
ganizations, among nonfarm peo-
ple and groups and between farm 
and nonfarm groups. 
Many of these disagreements 
will need to be resolved if we're 
to achieve workable solutions to 
our farm problems. What lies be-
hind these disagreements - and 
who can do what in overcoming 
them? 
Goals and Values 
It has been suggested that an 
"ideal" farm program would ac-
complish at least the following: 
( 1) provide parity incomes for all 
who want to farm, (2) reduce 
government spending, ( 3) make 
food and fiber cheaper, ( 4) take 
government out of the storage and 
distribution business, ( S) leave 
farmers free to produce as they 
see fit and ( 6) make more friends 
than enemies abroad. 
A program to do all of these 
things is an economic impossibil-
ity. Yet, if we put together all of 
the views of people in and out of 
DONALD R. KALDOR is professor of agri-
cu ltural economics a nd a member of the 
staff of the Center fo r Agricultural and Eco-
nomic Adjustment at Iowa State. 
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agriculture, our farm policy would 
have to accomplish all of these 
and more. This points up an im-
portant source of disagreement. 
Conflicts in Goals: People hold 
different ideas about the goals for 
farm policy. Many of these ideas 
center around income, the organ-
ization of agriculture and the role 
of government. Mainly they re-
flect individual and group values 
and interests. Sometimes these 
conflict. What one group wants 
isn't consistent with what another 
group wants. And both groups 
can't have what they want at the 
same time. Because of different 
ideas about goals, people arrive at 
different answers on the kinds of 
farm programs they want. 
Equality of income opportunity, 
as an example, has long been a 
goal of American society. It has 
been expressed in many ways. It 
means different things to different 
people. In agriculture it finds ex-
pression in various goals-parity 
prices, equal per-capita income or 
equal returns for labor and capital 
in farming. Each of these gives 
widely different results in income 
levels and the distribution of in-
come among farm families. 
Farm-nonfarm conflicts-A con-
flict of interest between nonfarm 
and farm may arise when public 
efforts toward economic equality 
for agriculture result in a transfer 
of income from nonfarm to farm 
people- whether through an in-
crease in farm prices or in gov-
ernment s p en d i n g . But such 
transfers don't always lead to a 
conflict of interest. 
With other things equal, non-
farm people undoubtedly pref er 
low food prices to high food prices 
and low taxes to high taxes. But 
when low food prices result from 
an excess supply of farm products, 
the income gain of nonfarm peo-
ple is obtained largely at the 
expense of farm people. Consum-
ers, then, are able to buy food at 
prices below real costs of produc-
tion. The consumer gain is re-
flected in a disparity in labor and 
capital returns in farming and 
lower incomes for farm families. 
Some people would be happy 
with this situation and wouldn't 
favor any public efforts toward 
equality for agriculture if these 
increased food prices or raised 
taxes. For other people, their in-
terest in cheap food may conflict 
with their notions of what is fair 
and just. This evidently has been 
one of the factors behind urban 
support for farm programs. But 
it's only reasonable that nonfarm 
people don't want to pay any more 
for food or taxes than is neces-
sary to provide equal income op-
portunities for farm people. 
Different kinds of farm pro-
grams can have different effects on 
the income of nonfarm people. 
And the seriousness of the con-
flict of interest can vary with 
the type of program. Programs 
that try to raise farm income by 
raising the economic productivity 
of resources in agriculture, for ex-
ample, make for less farm-non-
farm conflict than programs that 
raise incomes by building up ex-
cessive stocks or that underemploy 
the resources actually being used 
in agriculture. When the economic 
productivity of agriculture is in-
creased, national income increases 
at the same time the incomes of 
farm people increase. 
If this is so, why haven't more 
of our farm programs centered on 
increasing economic productivity 
to improve farm incomes? Though 
the details are complex and little 
understood, the main reason our 
farm programs haven't been so 
centered is fairly clear: People's 
ideas on the goals of farm policy 
include more than an expression 
of income equality, and the ex-
tremes of some of these goals 
more or less rule out major efforts 
to increase economic productivity. 
Many farm and some nonfarm 
people apparently would prefer to 
achieve economic equality without 
greatly disturbing the existing or-
ganization of the farm industry. 
Generally, for example, there has 
been strong rural opposition to 
programs that would aid the 
movement of resources from farm 
to nonfarm employments, even 
though average earning opportu-
nities are higher off farms than 
on farms. Likewise, there has 
been strong opposition to the 
trend toward fewer and larger 
farms. 
Increasing economic productiv-
ity does involve changes in the 
organization of agriculture. All of 
the consequences of these changes 
haven't been acceptable to most 
farm people. So other means have 
been used in trying to improve 
farm incomes. But these efforts 
haven't achieved economic equal-
ity. 
N onfarm taxpayers, meanwhile, 
are growing more concerned about 
the increase in farm program 
spending. Excessive stocks have 
disturbed both farmers and con-
sumers, though for different rea-
sons. Foreign surplus disposal 
has been criticized as an ineffi-
cient way of aiding foreign eco-
nomic development and also be-
cause it tends to antagonize other 
exporting nations. 
Conflicts within agriculture-
Conflicts of interest within agri-
culture are numerous too. Pro-
ducers of hard red spring and 
durum wheat have been at odds 
with producers of other wheats 
over quota allocations. Cotton 
producers in irrigated areas argue 
that their production is unduly re-
stricted in relation to producers in 
the Old South. And one of the 
most serious conflicts of interest 
within farming has been between 
feed-livestock farmers and wheat 
and cotton producers. 
Between 1953 and 1955, about 
two-thirds of the land taken out 
of wheat and cotton under quota 
programs was diverted to feed-
grain production. This took some 
of the pressure off of wheat and 
cotton but transferred it largely 
to the feed-livestock economy. 
This, in turn, contributed to the 
buildup in feed-grain stocks and 
to lower prices for feed and live-
stock products. 
Control programs so far haven't 
eliminated e x c e s s supplies of 
wheat or feed grains. Feed-live-
stock farmers fear that additional 
efforts to solve the wheat problem 
will increase an already serious 
feed-grain situation. Opportuni-
ties to substitute wheat for feed 
grains in feeding livestock are 
much greater than opportunities 
to substitute feed grains for wheat 
in the human diet. Thus, feed-
livestock producers believe they 
have more reason for concern over 
the solution to the wheat problem 
than wheat producers have over 
the solution to the feed-grain 
problem. 
Feed deficit areas typically have 
f av or e d low feed-grain prices 
while feed surplus areas generally 
have favored high prices. Dairy 
and poultry producers in the 
Northeast, for instance, have 
looked with approval on efforts to 
reduce price supports. To dairy 
farmers there, cheap feed coupled 
with milk marketing orders may 
look like the solution to their eco-
nomic problem. But to most live-
stock farmers in the Midwest, 
cheap feed sooner or later means 
cheap livestock and lower incomes. 
Values May Differ: Disagree-
ments may also arise because 
people attach different importance 
or values to the same farm policy 
goals. To illustrate, two farm 
operators might agree that income 
equality and freedom to operate 
their farms are both desirable 
goals. But one may place the 
most weight on income equality; 
the other, on freedom. One will 
pref er a program that provides 
greater income equality and less 
freedom to one that provides more 
freedom and less income equality. 
The other will have an opposite 
preference. 
This kind of difference in val-
ues attached to the same goals ex-
plains some of the disagreements 
among farmers and their organ-
izations over price supports and 
production controls. That is, they 
may differ less on the goals than 
on the relative values assigned to 
them. 
Sometimes both the goals and 
values are viewed in the larger 
context of the role of government 
in economic affairs and the divi-
sion of responsibility between the 
individual and society. Here, 
there are all shades of opinion. 
Indeed, some of the sharpest dis-
agreements among the major farm 
organizations seem to be based on 
different views of the proper role 
of the government. These lead to 
different ideas on the kinds of 
government action that are ac-
ceptable. 
Beliefs and Facts 
Another source of individual 
and group disagreements is con-
cerned with matters of fact. Peo-
ple may agree on the goals of 
farm policy but disagree on the 
best ways to reach these goals be-
cause of different beliefs about the 
facts. 
Facts enter policy discussions 
at a number of points- in describ-
ing problems, in judging how se-
rious they are, in analyzing their 
causes or in explaining what cre-
ates them and why they continue. 
Facts enter again in the design 
and selection of programs and in 
estimating the consequences of 
different programs. Even facts 
themselves and their relationships 
may be interpreted differently. 
The basis for a person's belief 
about a fact may range from im-
agination, fiction or rumor to the 
best scientific evidence obtainable. 
Many differences in beliefs about 
the facts stem from differences in 
the amount and quality of evi-
dence available to different people. 
At the same time, there are in-
stances where there isn't enough 
evidence to warrant firm conclu-
sions. 
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Examples of policy disagree-
ments that stem from different be-
liefs about the facts are many. 
H ere's one example: 
Some of the disagreements on 
price and production policy hinge 
on the nature of farmers ' response 
to price in the short run and over 
time. Some people argue that a 
certain reduction in price would 
increase output; others argue that 
output would decrease; still oth-
ers argue that it wouldn't change 
measurably. Even among those 
who agree on the direction of 
the change, there's disagr.eement 
about the amount of change in 
relation to a given change in price. 
These different beliefs on the 
relation of output response to 
price have led to different policy 
positions. Those who say that 
output will increase with a decline 
in prices argue that the price sys-
tem can't be depended on to bring 
production in line with demand at 
satisfactory prices; therefore , the 
need for direct controls. Those 
who say output will decrease lean 
toward free markets and produc-
tion adjustment by the price sys-
tem. 
Errors, Mistakes 
People may agree on goals. 
They may agree on the relevant 
facts. But they still may disagree 
on the course to follow. Another 
source of policy disagreement is 
what we'll call "errors of anal-
ysis." 
Errors of analysis arise when-
ever one or both of the parties to 
a dispute make a mistake in logic. 
Both may start with the same as-
sumptions and facts but reach 
different conclusions simply be-
cause there's a failure to reason 
correctly by either one or both. 
Suppose you and your neighbor 
are arguing the effect that an in-
crease in farm output will have on 
total farm income. Say that both 
of you start with the assumption 
that, when output increases, the 
price goes down more than in 
proportion to the increase in out-
put. You conclude that an in-
crease in output will reduce farm 
income ; your neighbor decides 
that it will increase farm income. 
Logically, you both can't be right. 
The assumption that price goes 
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down more than in proportion to 
an increase in output is a fact for 
a:most all farm products. Given 
this fact, however, the conclusion 
reached about the effect of an in-
crease in output on farm income 
is a matter of reasoning or anal-
ysis. 
This source of disagreement 
may or may not be important in 
farm policy. In practice, of 
course, errors of analysis in this 
area are likely to involve a far 
more complicated chain of reason-
ing than this example. 
Research, Education 
With all of these sources of dis-
agreement on farm policy, can 
research and education help in 
resolving conflicting views? In 
some ways, yes . New knowledge 
and new facts can be discovered. 
Alternative programs or policies 
can be analyzed objectively. The 
results can be made available to 
improve knowledge and under-
standing of the facts and the im-
plications and consequences of 
different programs. 
But what about the disagree-
ments involving conflicting goals 
and interests? H ere, the methods 
of scientific inquiry and analysis 
can give few direct answers. The 
question of whether Mr. Jones's 
or Mr. Smith's goals should be 
followed can't be answered by 
simply piling up evidence. The 
answers involve value judgments 
on what is good and desirable or 
bad and undesirable, and these 
are moral and ethical matters . 
The more direct contribution of 
research and education is in the 
areas of disagreements arising 
from differences in beliefs about 
the facts and from errors of anal-
ysis. These are the areas in which 
the methods of scientific inquiry 
can work most effectively. Much 
can be and needs to be done here 
- not · only in uncovering new 
facts and in testing old beliefs-
but also in the educational area of 
improving knowledge and under-
standing. 
Farm policy, in the end, can be 
no better than the knowledge and 
understanding of the people who 
make it.' And, in a democracy, 
this is a lot of people. Research 
often is a slow and painstaking 
process of collecting and analyz-
ing evidence. It isn't a magic 
wand that can be waved to pro-
duce an immediate flow of new 
facts relevant to farm problems 
and policies. Nor is education a 
magic process-not even among 
those eager to learn. 
People also disagree on the role 
of the land-grant institutions in 
the area of public affairs and farm 
policy. At one extreme is the view 
that it isn't an appropriate activ-
ity for these institutions. At the 
other extreme is the view that re-
searchers and educators should 
take direct and positive action in 
promoting particular farm poli-
cies. 
Analysis and facts are two of 
the ingredients needed in making 
farm policy, and these are the 
special areas of competence of the 
scientist and educator. But they're 
not the only ingredients needed. 
In addition, value judgments 
are needed about the goals to be 
achieved and their relative impor-
tance. These judgments rest ul-
timately on ethical and moral 
considerations. Their truth or va-
lidity can't be established by the 
methods of science. If researchers 
and educators were to talk and act 
as though they were based on 
"scientific proofs," it would be 
misleading to the public and m-
tellectually dishonest as well. 
Summing Up ... 
Outlined in this article are some 
of the sources of disagreement on 
farm policy. Many of these dis-
agreements will have to be re-
solved or reconciled to achieve 
workable solutions to our farm 
problems. Questions of both fact 
and values are involved. 
Land-grant college scientists 
and educators have been and are 
accepting responsibility in the 
area of farm problems and policy. 
This responsibility, however, is 
not to make farm policy or to 
judge values. It is a responsibility 
of fact-finding and analysis and 
of improving public knowledge 
and understanding. The final de-
cisions and judgments of values 
rest with individual citizens acting 
through our democratic processes 
to make their decisions and wishes 
known. 
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Seek to Predict Skill 
In Clothing Construction 
How CAN WE help today's 
young people achieve their goals? 
Research workers at the Experi-
ment Station believe that one way 
is to study their motivation to 
learn. Motivations of tenth grade 
girls in seven Iowa schools are be-
ing tested at present. It is hoped 
that the results will aid teachers 
in understanding and guiding 
their students. 
An attempt also is being made 
to predict the ability of high 
school pupils to construct clothing. 
A series of tests was given to 188 
pupils in the Ames schools, and 
the resulting scores were examined 
to determine how well these tests 
measured actual ability. Three of 
the tests-the Clothing Construc-
tion Test, the Miller Survey of 
Visualization Test and the Finger 
Dexterity Questionnaire-gave 
the best estimates of ability. 
This study is being conducted 
under the direction of Hester 
Chadderdon of the Experiment 
Station with the cooperation of 
the State Department of Public 
Instruction. 
Study Role of Fat in 
Nitrogen Metabolism 
PROTEIN DEFICIENCY, accompa-
nied by restriction in calories, has 
been shown to produce large 
losses of body nitrogen in adult 
rats when carbohydrate has been 
used as the only source of energy. 
nterest 
Under these conditions, including 
fat in the diet can protect body 
protein to some extent. 
Work is in progress to deter-
mine what changes in metabolic 
patterns may be associated with 
the nitrogen-sparing effect of di-
etary fat observed. In one set 
of experiments, several hormones 
which have been involved in ni-
trogen metabolism were given to 
adult rats under the experimental 
condition just described. Corti-
sone injections at relatively high 
levels increased nitrogen losses 
with either the fat-free or the fat-
containing diet, but this effect was 
relatively greater in animals re-
ceiving fat. On the other hand, 
when testosterone, a hormone 
known to cause nitrogen retention 
in adequately fed animals, was 
given to carbohydrate-fed rats, 
excessive nitrogen losses, large 
weight losses and a high mortality 
rate resulted. Adding fat to the 
diet protected the animals from 
the harmful effect of testosterone. 
Another part of the experiment 
dealt with liver phosphatide me-
tabolism in rats on protein-free 
diets, with and without added fat. 
Results showed that fat helped to 
maintain the quantity, renewal 
rate and composition of liver 
phosphatides. 
Researchers also plan to study 
enzyme activity as a possible in-
dex of protein nutrition. They 
hope that this will show some of 
the differences in the way that the 
two energy sources, carbohydrates 
and fat, are used. 
Lotte Amrich, Pearl Swanson, 
Jacqueline Dupont and Jean Clif-
ford of the Experiment Station 
are working on these studies. 
hort:iculture 
"Golf Green" Lawns 
With Little Upkeep? 
FOR THE PAST 20 years Iowa 
State has been one of the Agri-
cultural Experiment Stations co-
operating with the U. S. Golf 
Association Green s Section in 
evaluating bentgrass species and 
This photo shows some of the test plots at Iowa State being used in 
testing and evaluating bentgrass strains for lawn and other turfs. 
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strains for putting greens. The 
goal has been to provide the best 
adapted bentgrass strains for the 
various conditions throughout the 
state. In more recent years, 
there's been greater recognition of 
the importance of attractive land-
scaping and home grounds and 
of improved recreational and 
sports facilities. This has in-
creased the emphasis on research 
leading to better turf for Iowa 
lawns, athletic fields and golf 
courses. 
Three experimental bentgrass 
strains looked particularly good-
with minimum maintenance-in 
recent tests directed by Eliot C. 
Roberts. Two of the strains were 
originally selected from the Wash-
strains to warrant propagation in 
larger plots where more extensive 
studies may be made. 
List Recommended 
Watermelon Varieties 
CHARLESTON GRAY, BLACK-
STONE and HOPE DIAMOND water-
melon varieties are recommended 
for planting in Iowa. These vari-
eties performed well in trials of 13 
watermelon! varieties conducted at 
the Muscatine Island Field Station 
under the direction of Lewis Peter-
son and L. C. Peirce of the Iowa 
Experiment Station. The water-
melon varieties were tested as a 
part of the southern cooperative 
watermelon trials. 
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The use of some herbicides results in damage to Concord grapes. 
Some herbicides result in chlorotic veins as shown by the large r leaf. 
Iron deficiency chlorosis (inter-veinal) is ill ust ra t ed by t he sma ll leaf. 
ington Golf and Country Club in 
Arlington, Virginia. The third is a 
selection from the Des Moines 
Golf and Country Club. Desirable 
growth characteristics searched 
for, in addition to low manage-
ment needs, include winterhardi-
ness, tolerance to high summer 
temperatures and humidity, resist-
ance to disease infections and a 
high degree of vigor coupled with 
resistance to overgrowth and suc-
culence. Results have been suffi-
ciently promising with these three 
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Test Effects of 
Fertilizer, Mulch 
For Apple Orchards 
APPLE TREES in the Iowa ex-
perimental orchard in southwest-
ern Iowa are reaching the age 
where the fruiting from fertilizer 
applications and other cultural 
treatments can be analyzed. 
A summary of 1959 results 
shows that nitrogen had very lit-
tle effect on the yield of Jonathan 
apples. It did, however, increase 
the size of the fruit and decrease 
the amount of solid red color. On 
Delicious apples, nitrogen fertiliz-
ers increased yields and decreased 
size and color. Adding phosphorus 
had little effect on the factors 
studied for either variety-except 
for a slight decrease in color on 
Jonathans. 
Mulching gave increased yields 
with no change in fruit size for 
both varieties. Less red color on 
the fruit was associated with 
mulched trees. 
Trunk diameters were also 
measured as an indication of tree 
size and growth. These measure-
ments showed little differences be-
tween fertilizer or cultural treat-
ments. Delicious trees have grown 
more in the past year than Jona-
thans, but still have smaller trunk 
diameters. 
These experiments are a part of 
a larger study of problems in 
fruit growing on Ida and Monona 
soils in southwestern Iowa. C. C. 
Doll of the Experiment Station is 
directing this study. 
Find Diuron Suitable 
For Weed Control 
With Young Grape Plants 
AFTER SEVERAL years of study, 
it is now generally accepted that 2 
to 4 pounds per acre of diuron as 
a pre-emergence treatment can be 
applied to mature grapes with ex-
cellent results. But the problem 
was somewhat different with 
young grapes because young 
grapes are more sensitive to herbi-
cidal activity. Recent tests, how-
ever, indicate that diuron at 2 to 
4 pounds per acre can be used on 
young grapes as well as on mature 
grapes. 
In the most recent tests, four 
herbicides were applied to a new-
ly-planted vineyard under the di-
rection of C. C. Doll of the 
Experiment Station. Atrazine at 
7, 14 or 21 pounds per acre was 
the most effective herbicide, but 
grape plants were severely injured 
by its use. Diuron at 3.2 and 6.4 
pounds per acre gave about 90 
percent control of all weeds dur-
ing the growing season with no in-
jury to grapes. Simazin at 2 and 
4 pounds per acre was only 50 
percent effective in this test, and 
Urox was erratic in pattern and 
was not considered effective. 
soj.ls 
Obtain Statewide 
Soil Moisture Sample 
SOIL MOISTURE from areas all 
over Iowa was sampled in April, 
June, August and November, 1959 
by Robert Shaw and co-workers 
at the Experiment Station. 
In April, the supply of moisture 
in the soil was normal to above 
normal in the southern two-thirds 
of the state. There were from 8 
to 11 inches of plant-available wa-
ter in the top 5 feet. The only 
area which had below normal soil 
moisture was northwest Iowa-
where the amount was under 2 
inches. Soil moisture had in-
creased an average of 2 .8 inches 
under corn and 3 .0 inches under 
meadow from the previous year. 
Precipitation between April and 
June averaged 9.5 inches; normal 
precipitation is 7 .5 inches. Aver-
age soil moisture under corn in-
creased 1. 2 inches; by June mois-
ture under meadow decreased 0.5 
inch. The average daily loss of 
moisture was 0.14 inch from corn 
and 0.17 inch from meadow. Run-
off from corn must have been con-
siderable. 
Precipitation between June and 
August averaged 8 inches; normal 
precipitation is 7 inches. Much of 
this fell as heavy showers. Soil 
moisture under corn decreased 3.7 
inches, and moisture under mead-
ow decreased 1.4 inches even with 
the above-normal rainfall. Aver-
age daily loss was 0 .19 inch from 
corn and 0.16 from meadow. 
Precipitation between August 
and November averaged 11 
inches; normal precipitation is 10 
inches. Soil moisture under corn 
increased 4.1 inches; under mead-
ow 3.0 inches. Average daily loss 
was 0.08 inch from corn and 0.10 
inch from meadow. 
Collect Nematodes 
From Iowa Soils 
A COLLECTION of nematodes 
found in cultivated Iowa soils is 
being prepared under the direction 
of Edwin T. Hibbs and Don C. 
Nor ton as an aid in determining 
the types and relative numbers of 
nematodes in the state. The re-
searchers hope to study the way 
in which nematodes interact with 
other micro-organisms in the soil 
and to learn their role in plant 
disease. Also under study is nema-
tode damage to corn and alfalfa 
in Iowa and methods of control-
ling harmful nematode popula-
tions. 
What About Mulches 
To Start Vegetation 
On Sandy Backslopes? 
VARIOUS MULCHES and soil 
treatments were tested for their 
ability to help establish vegetation 
and control erosion on sandy back-
slopes near Lucas, Iowa. Straw 
mulch, straw plus netting, asphalt, 
arquad and starch plus a treat-
ment of fine mesh netting were 
the treatments tested. 
Germination and early plant 
growth were fastest under the 
asphalt film and slowest under 
the straw mulch, reports W. D. 
Shrader, who directed this study. 
At the middle of the season, the 
number of plants per square foot 
was highest under asphalt, arquad 
and starch and lowest under 
straw. Straw mulch seemed to 
slow down plant growth. 
Erosion control was poor with 
the starch and arquad mulch and 
also where there was no mulch 
used at all. But the straw and 
asphalt mulch gave good erosion 
control. Netting held straw mulch 
in place better, while fine-weave 
netting showed some promise for 
erosion control during stand es-
tablishment. 
The USDA and the Iowa State 
Highway Commission cooperated 
with the Experiment Station in 
this study. 
Study Effect of 
Crop Residues 
On Corn Yields 
How MUCH nitrogen is released 
when crop residues are applied to 
a field? Lloyd R. Frederick, J.M. 
Bremner and A. D. Scott of the 
Experiment Station set up a field 
study to find out. 
They applied 20 tons of alfalfa 
hay, soybean straw and cornstalks 
to the experimental plots. The 
plots were plowed and fitted each 
year with Piper Sudangrass to 
measure available nitrogen in the 
soil. 
Results from 5 years of Sudan-
grass harvests show that the yield 
increase from alfalfa hay residue 
was nearly the same for the first 
2 years, then the yield decreased, 
but was still one-half ton more 
than the yield from the field 
where no residue was applied. The 
yield increase from the use of 
cornstalks was smaller than from 
alfalfa. Soybean straw increased 
grass yields for the first 3 years, 
then the yield increase began to 
decline. 
Sudangrass was used to measure nitrogen availability a~er heavy ap-
plications of crop residues. The nitrogen availability was greatest 
from alfalfa hay, less from cornstalks and least from soybean straw. 
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CATTLE FEEDERS in the 26 main feeding 
states had 6 percent more ca ttle on 
feed Jan. 1, 1961, than a year earlier. 
The number on feed was up by about the 
same amount in both the Corn Belt and 
the West. 
Numbers of cattle weighing under 500 
pounds were down about 1 percent from a 
year earlier; those of 500-900 pounds 
were up about 9 percent; those weighing 
900-1,000 pounds were up 6 percent; 
those of more than 1,000 pounds were 
down 2 percent in numbers. 
There were 9 percent more cattle on 
feed less than 3 months than on Jan. l, 
1960, and there were 2 percent more on 
feed 3-6 months. But 16 percent fewer 
cattle had been on feed more than 6 
months than on Jan. 1, 1960. 
This Jan. 1 report of cattle on feed 
indicates that the number of well-
finished fed cattle coming to market 
for the first 3 months of 1961 should 
not be burdensome. But by April or May 
we should be seeing runs equal to or 
greater than l as t year ' s . 
As the chart shows, the early 1961 
cattle market was about $1 higher than 
a year earlier. We can s t and s ome in-
crease in the number of ca ttle on feed 
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thi s year over a yea r ago without a de-
cline in price. We have more people 
now, and there's an upward trend in the 
demand for beef. But the increase on 
Jan. 1 is a little greater than we can 
stand without some price decline. 
The r eport of 6 percent more ca ttle 
on feed Jan. 1, therefore, probably 
means an average of somewhere between 
25 cents to $1 lower average price for 
choice fed cattle in 1961 than in 1960. 
The general seasonal pattern of prices 
a t this time looks much like a repeat 
of the 1960 pattern -- though thi s will 
depend, of course, on the weather this 
summer and the subsequent movement of 
cattle in feedlots this winter and 
spring. 
Since the early 1961 market was above 
tha t of a year ago and since there seems 
to be a buildup of cattle heading into 
the spring market, the spring price of 
choice cattle looks vulnerable . It 
could be below the levels of a year ago 
by more than the average for the yea r as 
a whole. (As a point of reference , the 
1960 average price for choice ca ttle at 
Chicago was $1.65 below the levels of 
1959, but the April 1960 market was 
about $2 .50 be low the April 1959 Chicago 
figure.) 
The early 1961 fed cattle market had 
advanced about $3 .50 over the 1960 fall 
low. Feeders showed comparable strength 
-- with the main advance coming on light 
ca ttle and calves. 
The advance in fed ca ttle prices was 
triggered by the improving whole sale 
market for beef in November . Market 
supplies of f ed cattle eased, and hog 
slaught er was down sharply because of 
the smaller 1960 spring pig crop. The 
result: Total meat pr oduction fell be-
l ow t he levels of a year earlier. Unt il 
then , meat pr oducti on had been r unning 
ahead of 1959 levels. 
By the end of November, wholesale beef 
pr ices had reached the levels of t he 
prev i ous year . And t his was the f i r st 
time t hat beef had s old up t o year-
earl ier levels all year . December sale 
of ch oice fed cat t le at the seven main 
terminal markets was 20 percent l ess 
than a year earlier . Fed cattle hit the 
seasonal low in the last week of t he 
year in 1959 . The 1960 market bottomed 
out in late- October and early- November . 
Coinciding with the turn-around in the 
fed cattle market came lush wheat pas-
tures this year. Ample moisture came 
a long for heavy growth of wheat seedings 
in the winter wheat belt. Central and 
southwestern Kansas, almost all of Okla-
homa, and western and central Texas have 
wonderful wheat pastures. Under such 
conditions, it's essential to get some 
of the wheat top growth removed . Either 
cattle and sheep must graze the wheat, 
or it must be removed. Otherwise, the 
wheat suffers, and yields are reduced 
next year . This puts a heavy premium 
on getting ca ttle to graze wheat. Whe a t 
pasture opera tors can outbid everyone 
else to get stock to run on the pasture , 
and they operated with gusto this year . 
These cattle will be coming off wheat 
in late February and early March. 
Thus, it would s eem wise for cattle 
feeders to follow a practice of t opping 
out their feedlots this winter -- taking 
a close look at their cattle as t hey get 
into the low-choice grade. 
Feeder cattle, meanwhile, look as if 
they ' ve a lready been bid up to the 
questionable mark from the standpoint of 
the feed er. They probably won 't show a s 
much seasonal spring price rise as they 
did a year ago. If they do, some buyers 
a ren't going to be happy with the re-
sults come next summer. 
HOGS • • • 
The hog slaughter chart shows that the 
federally inspected slaughter for Janu-
ary in 1960 was exceptionally high . It 
dropped sharply in February and March. 
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This year's slaughter f or January was 
somewhat below the levels of 1959 and 
well below the 1960 levels f or January. 
February slaughter was expected t o de-
cl ine s ome from January level s -- in 
cont rast to 1959 when February averaged 
higher than January. But the dec l ine 
i sn ' t expected to be a s great as took 
place in 1960. 
March and April slaughter probably 
will be about the same as in 1959 -- but 
somewhat under 1960 levels. 
We're expecting summer slaughter to be 
2-3 percent above the levels of 1960, 
but the July-September slaughter isn't 
likely to be as high as in the same 
period of 1959. 
Hog prices in early February were 
within about $1 of what they were at the 
peak last summer . The 1961 summer price 
peak is expected to be as high as or 
higher than last year's. 
Wee kly Average Price of Barrows and Gilts at Des Moines 
200-240 Lbs. ' 
Dec. 
19-675 
The chance of a repeat of last year's 
severe August price break is less than 
50:50. The 1960 August experience was 
largely a combination of inventory liq-
uidations by packers coupled with a 
bunching of pigs carried over by produ-
cers in the hope of higher late-summer 
prices . 
Based on what we know now about pros-
pects for the 1961 spring pig crop (and 
this is subject to change as the infor-
mation on the size of the '61 spring pig 
crop becomes more precise) , the f a ll 
prices for hogs proba bly will be f a irly 
close to last f a ll's levels, with the 
greatest difference likely in mid- or 
l a te-fall. We're more likely to get a 
more norma l f a ll h og price decline in 
1961. Hogs should prove to be profit-
able converter s of corn into pork for 
a ll of 1961. 
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SOYBEANS • • • 
1960 1965 
Soybean prices advanced sha rply in De-
cember and January. Prices a t harvest 
were lower than could be expected to 
continue. If ha rves t prices continued 
to prevail, the crop would be used up 
before the new '61 crop was ava ilable . 
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So s ome price rise was needed to slow 
down use of the product. 
Then in late December came word that 
the Chinese crop of beans hadn't been as 
large as estimated earlier. And the 
Lao s s itua tion was causing some buying 
of bean s as a precaution against further 
trouble. The net result was to trigger 
a further sharp rise in bean prices. 
This is the fourth time in the last 10 
years tha t we've had a sharp price rise 
in wint er bean prices . And, a ll four 
time s , the steam behind the a dvance has 
been s ome international development. 
LAMBS • • • 
Lamb prices last fall were be low the 
l eve l s of a year earlier. Slaughter was 
l a r ger , too. Heavier slaught er we ight s 
a dded to the tonnage produced. Beef 
prices and supplies also were up until 
December. Studies show that changes in 
beef supplies and prices have more in-
fluence on lamb prices than supplies of 
l amb it s elf. 
Prospects for beef pric~s late this 
summer and fall are for only a moderate 
decrease in contrast to the sharper drop 
of a year ago. Since lamb slaughter it-
self i sn't expected to change much and 
s ince byproduct credit va lues probably 
a r e fully deprecia t ed for the time be -
ing, prices of lambs this summer and 
f a ll a re likely to be near tpe level s of 
t he year j ust past. 
Prospect s for lamb slaughter in the 
weeks immediately ahea d are brighter. 
Slaught er should taper off, since not as 
many feeders were available. This makes 
the outlook for sale of a l a te crop of 
f ed l ambs brighter. 
--Francis A. Kuti sh 
